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and news content interest^characteristicV . The findings suggest that 
two segmen^s^plM^e^reading audience are M critical importance to 
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NEWSPAPER SUBSCRIBERS VS. NON-SUBSCRIBERS: 
FURTHER SEGMENTATION OFFERS NEW INSIGHTS 



For more 'than 25 years, communication researchers .have been. 

studying newspaper readers vs. non-readers and subscribers vs. non-subscribers 

in an attempt to better 'understand the phenomena of non-reading/non-subscribing 

behavior. Almost all of the previous work in this area has been based on . 

studying readers/subscribers and non-readers/non-subscribers as distinct % 

segments of the audience. • * 

% , Mn 1 958;- the purveys Committee .of the National Association of 
* j * 

Science Writers presented eyidehce that age, sex, urbanism, education, and 
income were related to newspaper reading vs, non-reading. OK Westley and 
Severin found support in' a 1^61-62 survey in Wisconsin that: 

9 t ■ % 

The non-newspaper reader proves to be low on the 

0 , v scale of occupations, low in education, low in income and 

v ■ 

& - likely to regard himself as "-working class" rather than 

m , s, 

"middle class," He is much more likely to be a farmer 
than a city dweller and, among the non-farm population, 
somewhat more likely to Ibe a 'resident of a place under 



10,000 population than a larger* city. The non-reader is 
■ . * C 

no more likely to be of one sex or the other, but tends 
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to be either in his 20'sor in his 70's or oldej. He tends * 

• to have lived only a few years at. his present address. (2) 

Similarly, GreenbeYg and Kumata found the highest multiple 

correlation of any media use patterns came with newspaper reading, Snd that 

only four demographic variables — sex, age, education/ and income— ' 

» ■ f 

accounted for 27 percent of the variability, in newspaper readership scores. (3) 

More recently,. Rarick speculated that household characteristics 
rather than those of individuals in the household 'are better predictors of ' 
subscribers vs. non-subscribers to daiMy newspapers.. (!) Again looking at 
subscribers and non-subscribers as distinct segments, Rarick concluded that 
the best predictors' of newspaper subscribing are income, length of residence, 
and home owners-hip. , • e .». .' . . 

Several other studies of readers vs. non-readers of newspapers 
have focused on the two segments, and have found similar^patterns Which tend' 
to distinguish readers from non-readers*. (S-) However, Poindexter- in 1979 
proposed a new approach to the study of newspaper -non-readers, based on her 
findings that non-readers are not^ a homogenous segment, but that, many "non- , 
readers" are atypical in 'demographic characteristics: That is, they tend . 1 

to be more like readers , than other non-readers oo measures of sex, income, . 

I ' - ' ' 

or education. She concluded: *» , < , 

<J • • . - 

Determinin-g why this contradiction exists- underscores 

i * . "' 

6 9 * - 

the significance of this analysis 3 of the daily newspaper non- 
• reader community, ;and it also questions the .val idity of writing 



off the non-reader group as a lost cause as previous 
Studies havje suggested, (6) • . ' ' 

4 m 

• The Probl-enr t * 

f This study attempts to analyze newspaper- subscribers and 

>non-sub*cribers in order to determine whether the two groups are distinct, 
homogenous segments or .wtether the^e are "atypical" subscribers 'and non- 
subscribers. The answer to this question has^obvious 'impl i cations -for 
newspaper circulation marketing and promotion since newspaper household 
penetration leVels continued decline in this country. 

• . 1 ■ ": ! ■ • 

Methods - r~ 



o I 

. T he data fo r tKis analysis were obtained in a comprehensive 

V marketing survey for a daily newspaper in the Southeastern United .States. 
' A randomly selected sample of 1,102 adults vt&e interviewed by centralized 
WATS telephone interviewers, with continuous supervision and monitoring. 

All interviewing was completed during August 1982. The. ' 
interviews averaged approximately 20 minutes efnd included standard newspaper 
readership questions, demographics, reading .interests, and. shopping patterns 

In addition, the following questions were asked to' provide a 
base for segmenting the broad subscriber/non-subscriber groups in -the market 

; J 

^ ( SUBSCRIBER S)' "How likely are you. to 'continue subscribing to 
~ , * the (NAME OF PAPER) — are you almost certain 
to .continue subscribing, will you probably 
v continue,, are the chances 50-50, will^'you 

probably not continue, .or are you almost certair 
" ' that you will not continue subscri bing' to the 

1 . ■ (NAME OF PAPER)?" - . » 
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( NON-SUBSCRIBERS ) "Hew likely would you, say you are 'to\start 
^ - subscribing to the (NAME OF PAPER) in the 
' next few months that is, recfeiying home 
delivery. .are you almost certain that you 
will start subscribing, will. "you probably 
♦ v start, are the chances 50-50, *will you ' 

\ probably not start subscribing, or are you 

. " almost certain that you will not start 

subscribing to the (NAME. OF PAPER)? 11 
' ■ u 

Results are summarized in Table 1\ 



TABLE 1 ABOUT f*ERE 



•< * Those subscribers 'Who said tfiey were almost certain to continue* 
subscribing were classified as "hard-core subscribers" and all others were 
classified as "marginal subscribers." Non-subscribers who said the chances 
were 50-50 or better that they would start subscribing were' cl assif ied~ as 
"potential subscribers" and all" others were classified °as "hard-core non.- 
subscribers." Jhis resulted in tf}/ following cejU sizes for the analysis': 

\ * Respondents 
Total Subscribers 370 ■ 

- Hard-core Subscribers ' 228 

Marginal Subscribers ' % 142 1 



Total Non-subscri bVs ■•- 732 
Potential Subscribers t 92 

. Hard-core Non-subscribers 640 



The analysis incl uded . comparisons of demographics > .newspaper ' 

Content interests, and reasons for starting/stopping aj newspaper subscription 

between total subscribers vs. total non-subscribers and then among the four 

segments of hard-core subscribers, marginal subscribers, potential subscribers- 

and hard-core non-subscribers. 

v . <• Results 
Demographics • * * " 

• % « ■ 

As was expected, therewere clear distinctions between the segments 
of tota* subscribers vs. total non-subscribers. Consistent with previous studies*? 
subscribers tended to be older, higher income, married home owners whp had lived 
in the area longer. (See Table 2) „ 

. • & , • • 

~ ; — : — : : — i 

' • ' - TABLE 2 ABOUY HERE 



The only differences betwee^ subscri bers and non-subscribers 
which were statistically .significant were age and length of residence in the ! 
area, however. The others, although in the -expected direction, were not 
statistically significant, 

A very different pattern emerges, though, when. the" subscriber and 
non-subscriber segments are further segmented into the four classifications. 
The hard-cpre subscribers and the hard-core non-subscribers tend to he more 
similar, and the marginal subscribers tend to be more like the potential 
subscribers on demographics . For example, the two hard-core. segments tend to ' 
be older, higher income, home owners, and long-time residents- of the area 
whereas the marginal subscribers -and the potentiaT subscribers tend to be 
younger, lower income, single, and newer residents in the area. (See Table 3) 



- TABLE 3^AB0UT HERE 



• • / . -6-.. . 

> ' ' ' 

As shown in Table $ + there is no statistically significant 
difference on age between hard-core subscribers and marginal subscribers^ * ' 
, However, the differences are statistically significant between potential . 
subscribers and hard-core non-subscribers, as well as between hard-core 

^subscribers and hard-core non-subscribers and between marginal subscribers . - • 

• \ . 

and potential subscribers. This suggests that tfie potential subscribers 

are a very different group and not similar to hafd-core subscribers. 

The income comparisons are even rtiore interesting. While 

there was not a statistically significant difference between total sub- 

t 

- subscribers vs. total non-subscribers, the differences become statistical ly, . * 

* * * * 

. .significant when the four circulation segments are analyzed, a*s shown in, • 

Table 3. However, there is not" a statistically significant difference 

between hard-core subscribers and 'hard-cor£ non-subsdri bers nor be.tween 

marginal subscribers and potential subscri bers. whil e there Is a statistically 

significant difference between hard-core subscribes and marginal subscribers, 

as well as between-potential subscribers and hard-core'non-subscribers. This 

» * •> 

indicates that on the measure of income, hard-core subscribers and hard-core 
non-subscribers are similar, .while the marginal subscribers are more like the . 
potential - subscri bers. " 

i . ' . . 

The same situation exists on type of residency, which was not- 

statistically significant between tota] subscribers vs.. total * non-subscribers. 

... When tf\e four circulation segments are analyzed, the difference is^ statistical ly 

significant. And, as with income, the. statistical ly significant differences* 
* . •: • ^ 



are between^h^rd-core subscribers vs. marginal subscribers, and potential 
subscribers vs. hartKcore non-subscribers, with no statistically significant 
.differences between hard-co^e^sub^cribers vs. hSrd-core non-subscribers or 
between marginal subscribers Vs. potentTaT~lirb^^ib^rs . 
■ ... ' ^ Length of time in the area is the only demographic characteristic 
■ whi^h does distinguish between the two subscribensegments vs. the two "non- 
subscriber segments. There are no statistically significant; di fferences between 
hard-core subscribers and marginal subscribers or between potential subscribers 
and hard-cpre non-subscribers. However, hard-core subscribers" are significantly 
different from hard-core non-subscribers and marginal subscribers are s / 

significantly 'different' from potential subscribers. 

There were no statistically significant differences among the 
various .circulation segments on marital status'.' • . .' 

Clearly, then, on the basis of demographics subscribers and 
non-subscribers are not distinct, homogenous segments of the audience. On 
some characteristics^ marginal subscribers ar.e more like potential subscribers 
and hard-core subscribers are more Vjke hard-core non-subscribers.- " 

Newspaper' Content t Interests 

Consistent with previous studies (7), no^-subscribe^s are 

generally less interested in all types, o^newspaper content than are 

subscribers. (See Figure 1) TRe largest differences are on locally 

* 

ori^nted^content." (8) * 



m 



FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 



^ However,' as with demographics, when theVwo broad'diYculatiorr 

segments are analyzed in more detail with four classifftationsV some very- 
different patterns emerge in newspaper content "interests^ ' (See' Figure 2) 

j- . FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE • 
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Potential subscribers and marginal subscribers, for example, 
hfcve about the same levels of ..interest, in sikh content as" tips on how' to save 
io\pey, personal health and medicine, things .to do and places to go in the area, , 
( do-it-yourself articles, city government news, county jjbvernment news, and 
foods and recipes — /mostly "soft" news content..' HaYd-cofe non-subscribers • 
are less interested than "any other segments in all' but- four types of content —' 
local news, national and world news, "local sports news, and national sports . 
news - wftere they^express slightly more interest than the potential' subscribers 

. Thus, as with demographics,, val uable insights can be gained into 
subscribing vs. non-subscribing behavior by "analyzing the four circulation 
segments than just the two broad segments-. • . " 

Reasons fqr Starting/Stopping * | 

Finally, current subscribers were^asked for the main reasons they 
might stop subscribing' to the newspaper, and non-subscribers were asked for 
the main reasons they do not subscribe to the "newspaper . When analyzed as 
two broad segments, subscribers are much more likely to mention delivery 
service and billing procedures as reasons they would stop subscribing, 
whereas non-subscribers are much more likely to- mention price and content. - « 
(See Table 4). " . •. 



TABLE 4 /U30UT HERE 
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However, "as with the previous analyses, When the two.broad* • • ' 
. circulation segments are divided into the four segments, different patterns ' * 
emerge. (Se/laWe 5). Hard-core subscribers and pptentiaf .subscribers are . 

• 7 TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE • ] " ' «' ^ • 

__: ■ . ' ' : ' ' -, : 

,' ; • ■ \\ 

• more concerned about delivery service and billing procedures, whereas marginal 
subscribers and -hard-core non-subscribers ai\e more concerned about price and 

content/ , • * ■ * • . » 

, i ■ « + * , , 

In other wot;ds; hard-core subscribers appear to befell satisfied 

with the newspaper and will continue to subscribe so long as they do not encounter 

serious delivery service or biding procedure probl ems v and potential subscribers 

. share a concern about receiving good del i very service without billing procedure'- 

? ''■■■'» 
pr'oblems. In contrast, the marginal .subscribers seem to besaying that they 

will^stop subscribing if J;hey N perceive' the newspaper as no' longer worth' the 

cost .of subscribing, with, substantially less concern abQUt delivery service' 

♦ • - « « 

and billing procedures, and, the hard-core. non-subscribers — with their lower 

levels af interest in newspaper content apparently do not perceive the 

newspaper in its. current form as worth the cost.' • 

m > , . , • 

V — s •% # * * 

/ 

On re'asons for stopping or starting a subscription to the newspaper, 
then, all four circulation segments. are significantly different. In other - 
words, they have very different' concerns that relate to Vheir decision" to 
stop or start a subscription'. " " '" 
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Disc ussion . . 

' - — T ' * .'.•'** 

This study st'rongly .suggests' that daily- newspaper subscribers 

and jion-subscribers are not distinct, homogenous- segments/* When further ► 

segmented^to reflect strength of Committment to- continue subscribing or 

t6 begin subscribing, four circulation segments indicate that there 

are "atypical" subscribers 'and nonrsubscrf bers who share many o^f the s 

same demographic and news content interest characteristics These char- 

acteristics distinguish* the* "swing" segments from the 'broader segments- 

of subscribers vs. non-subscribers. > , V «' ' \ *' ' 

The decision to subscribe on not. subscribe* to 'a daily ' 
newspaper involves at least' a sub-conscious costrbenefit analysis. There, 
are- costs .Involved in subscribing to and reading n 'daily newspapef -- the 
.price of the subscription, the time and effort required to read i-t, etc.- 
There also are benefits tg be derived from subsfcri bing* to .and. reading a 
daily newspaper -- being informed , .saving money jthrough advertisements and 
how-to-do-it articles, planning leisure activities the .enjoyment "of 
reading, deriving a sense of participating in the community, eftc. 

If a person feels that Vie benefits outweigh the costs of 
subscribing to k a daily newspaper, that"person probably mil continue 
or begin to subscribe. If the perceived costs outweigh the perceived "\ 
benefits, ^person probably will^stop or not begin subscribing/ 

- . In ters o'f the* analytic cells in this study, "hard-core 

' ' ' * ; - • f' ' 

subscribers appar&tly feel ,that the beniefits of subscribing to a daily 
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far outweigh the costs. The,se people probably will continue to subscribe 

to the newspaper unless they encounter serious problems with del ivery 

service and/or b'il 1 ing ^procedures. . * ' 

The hard-core nan-subscribers, with their generally lower 

levels of interest In all types of newspaper content, seem to perceive-* 

- the value of a daily newspaper as, not worth the co-sts involved in subscribing* 

to and reading the newspaper. These individual* would appear to offer - ' 
> « * 

little potential for the newspaper. 

Between the two extreme segments, among the marginal sub- * 
scribers and the potential subscribers, we can assume that the perceived 
costs and the perceived benefits of subscribing to and reading a daily 
newspaper are about equal, and that on a teeter : totter of costs-benefits, 
these people would be at or near the fulcrum. These two segments, then, * ; 
appear to offer* the greatest potential for maintaining or increasing 
newspaper circulation. ■ "; . 

The ultimate objective of a newspaper's circulation marketing 
strategic. planning must be to maintain the current base of subscribers while 
adding^new subscribers to the franchise. Otherwise, there will be continual 
"churn' 1 in the circulation, with new subscribers oply replacing old subscribers 
who stop receiying home delivery of the newspaper. 

This study suggests^hat two segments of the audience are. of 
critical importance to the newspaper the marginal subscribers, wHo might 
' cancel , and the potential -subscriber^ -1^^ I<M:erms 
of marketing strategies, the hard-core subscribers appear to be "safe" for' 
the newspaper, requiring attention primarily as it relates to satisfactory 
delivery and bil 1 ing 'procedures: Extensive promotional efforts directed 
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•toward the hard-core non-subscribers will not be productive. Before most 
of -these peciple could'be "soTd" on subscribing to a specific newspaper, 
they first would. have to be "sold" on the value of reading a newspaper 
in general . . « 

Thus, by identifying the key segments of marginal Subscribers 
and potential subscribers, a newspaper -could focus its promotional and 
marketing efforts on the people most likely to- affect both shorj-run 
and long-run circulation trends. Jhis study indicates that the marginal 
subscribers ma^y be more similar -to potential subscribers than to hard-core 
subscribers in many characteristics. This^f/uggests that in this market, 
at least, many Qf^fche same strategies and targets for maintaining marginal 

4 

subscribers may be similar to the best strategies for attracting potential 
subscribers. ' . \ 

\ 

• Summary * • 
this study of 1,102 randomly selected adults in a Sbtitfciea stern 
United States 5 market indicates that daily newspaper subscribers and non^ . 
subscribers are not distinct, homogenous segments of the audience. Further 
analysis of the data reflects that "atypicaV" subscribers and non-subscribers 
may be more similar to each. other than to thfe broader subscriber/non-subscriber 
segments of which they are a part. ' \^ 

Another study currently underway in a major Southwestern United 
States newspaper market includes the same measures as the on'es used in this 
study. The results will be compared to determine if ttfe findings mightv 



apply more broadly than the single Southeastern market. N 
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table 1. Subscribing Intentions 



\ Likelihood of Continuing/Starting: 

Alftost certain to 

1 

* Probably will- ■ 

Chances 50-50 x 
Probably will not 
Almost certain not to 
Not sure/Refused 



Total 'Subscribers 
• (N=370) . 



6,1 . 6% 
2,4.9% 
9,5% 
0. 3% 
1 .4% 
2'. 4% 



Total Non-Subscribers 
(1*=732) 



1.235 
2.9% 
8.5% 
28.7% 
53.6% 
5.2%. 
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Table 2. Demographics of- Total Subscribers vs. Total Non-Subscribers 

t 

Total Total ■ 

Subscri bers Non-Subscri bers 



% 28.3% - 40.6% 

29.9% 25.9% 

v 50 and older ' 41 .7% 34 .11 

* 2 = 15.54, 2 d.f., p%0.01 ' 

Income: • . * • 

"'Under 420,000 . '.57.3%' 60.4% 

$20,000 and over. " 42.7% •' 39.6% 

X 2 = 0.96, N.S. 
Residence: • , 

Own home - . 84.9% 82.9% 

I . i ' . 

Rent, other 15.1% »• 17.1% 

X £ = 0.91 , N.S. 

Marital ^Status: 

'Married • 71.2% 70 '. 3% 

Not married 28.8% 29.7% 

X 2 *= 0J7, N.S. * 

Time in 4 Area: ; 

3 years or less 6.0% 13.2% 

; ^ •» 

4. to 10 years *- 14.6% ' l 18.5% 

■* *• r 



More~tliaFTTr years ~ ' t ; — Tgrffi — 68-r3%- 

X 2 = lfr.56, "2 d.f., p < 0.01 
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Table 3. Demographics of Hard-Core Subscri bers vs. Marginal- Subscribers, vs. 
. Potential Sifbs'cri bers vs/Hard-Core Non-Subscribers 

' « . Hard-Core 

Hard-Core ^ Marginal Potential ' Non- 
, A 9e: Subscribers "Subscribers ' Subscribers Subscribers • 

18 to 34 , 27.8% 29.3% 61.2%' 37.1% 

\ - 

35 to 49 29.1% 31 .3% 15.5% ■ 27.6% 

SO and older 43.2% * 39.5%* 23.3% 35.9% 
X 2 = 37.73, 6 d.f.,~p <^ 0.01 

X 2 Hard-core Subscribers vs. Marginal Subscribers = 0.56,' 2 d.f., N.S. . * 
2 

X Hard-core Subscribers vs. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 7.51, 2 d.f., p<Co.05 

X Marginal Subscribers vs. Potential Subscribers = 24.41, 2 d/f., p «C 0.01 \* 
2 

X Potential Subscribers vs. Hard-core Non-Si(bscribers - 20.58, 2 d.f., p <^0.01 

i « * 

Income : . / 

Under $20,000 • * 54.4% 61.9% 69.1% 55.6% 

$20,000 and over £5.6% ' -38.1% . 30.9% • 43.4% 

X* 2 = 12.33, 3 d.f., p o/oi ' 

X Hard-core Subscribers vjs. Marginal Subscribers = 3.00, 1 d.f., p-^V.10 

2 I - 

'X Hard-core Subscribers vjs. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 0.39, N.S.* 

2 ! "* 

X Marginal Subscribers vsi. Potential Subscribers = 1:26, N.S. 

* * ° 

2 * ■ 

X Potential Subscribers vis. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 5. 90, J d.f., p<^0.05 

Residence: j • 

Own home "87 . 5T- 81.0% 73.1%', 84 .7%" 

Rent, other 12.5% 19.0% , 2*6. 9% 1,5.3% . 



X 2 ~^Tr057-T^7T~~T"™™0703 ~~ ~ — ^ 

X Hard-core Subscribers vs. Marginal Subscribers = 4.08, 1 d.f., p 0.05 
^2 * " 

X Hard-core Subscribers vs. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 1.29, N.S. 
2 

X Marginal Subscribers vs. Potential Subscribers = 2.26, N.S. 

X Potential Subscribers vs. Hard-Core Non-Subscri hers =-7.47, 1 d.f., p^O.Ol 

* 1 n . 
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. Table 3. Demographics, continued 



Hard-Core 

Hard-Core • Marginal Potential' Non- 
.Subscribers Subscribers' Subscribers Subscribers 



Marital Status: 

< 

Married 
Not married 

X 2 '='-3:20, 3 d.f., N?S. 



72.8% 
27.2% 



68.6% 
31 ..4%* 



63.9% 
36.1% 



71 .4% 
28.6% 



X v Hard-core Subscribers vs. Marginal Subscribers -J. 22, N.S. 

X Hard-core Subscribers vs! Hard-core' Non-5uBscri bers»= 0.20, N.S. 

X 2 Marginal Subscribers vs. Potential Subscribers = 0.32, N.S. 

2 < • 

X .Potential Subscribers vs. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 1;88, N.S. 



Time^fi Area: 

3 years or less • , 4.7% 

4 to, 10 years 13.8% 
More than 10 years 81 .5 

. X 2 ' = 22.7, 6 d..f., p • 0.01 



7.9% 
15.8% 
76.3% 



18.5% 
15.9% 
65.4% 



.12;3% 

.'.18.8% 
68.8% 



X Hard-core Subscribers vs. "Marginal Subscribers .= 3.10, N.S. 

2 ■ , * 

X Hard-core Subscribers vs'. Hard-core Non-Sub.scribers = 16.44, 2 d.f., p^.6.01 

X 2 Marginal Subscribers vs. Potential Subscribers = 5.73, 2 d.f., p^C 0.10 ■ 

X Pot e«|ial Subscribers vs. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 2.56, N S 
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Table 4. 


• 

< Reasons for Stopping or 4 Starting a Subscription 

«" 




>, 




• 


v Total 


Total- . . J . 








Subscribers' 


Non-Subscribers % • 
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55.1% v ~ , 








Content . * 25.2% 


42*8%^ * 
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Table 4. Reasons for Stopping or Starting by Circulation Segments 



♦ 


Hard-Core • 
Subscri bers 


Marginal 
Subscribers 


'Potential- 
Subscribers 


Hard-Core 
Non- 
Subscri bers 


Price 


42.0% 
i 


" 57.3% 


41.4% • 


- 55.1% 


Content 


'21.8% 


30.0% 


18.0% 


49.3% 


Del i very service* 


42.9% - 


15.8% 


^48T0% ' 


31 7o% 


Bill ing procedures 


'31 .8% 


• 17.5% 


' 28,0% 


17.3% 



r =,25.61, 9 d.f., p <0.01 

„2 



X Hard-core Subscribers vs. Marginal Subscribers '= 32.90, 3 d.f., p<C 0.-01 - 
2 



X Hard-core Subscribers vs. Hard-core Non-Subscribers = 61.75, 3 d.f., p< 0.01 
X Marginal Subscribers vs. Potential Subscribers = 30.24, 3 d.f.; p <^0.01 
X 2 Potential Subscribers vs. Hard r core Non-Subscribers = 50.99, 3 d.f^p <\o.01 
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• •- i * 

Figure T. .News Interests, Totaf Subscriber* v<l. Total Non-Subscribers 
CONTENT: 1 . .*«.•*•/'*) 
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Figure 2. Mevs dftjfeffests^y Circulation Segments 



j * .Nat '1 Ecooojny 

Tips or How 
to Save Money 
National / 
v N m9 World News 

£ State News 

.Area Crime News 

Personal Health' 
k & Medicine 



Local Business j 

Things to do 
Do-it-yeursel f 

■ ■ j 

Obituaries' ' 
JCJity Govt. 




County Govt. 

Editorial s - 
Local Sports 

National -Sports 

Foods/Recipes 

Society News 

Concerts 

Comics 




Hard-coref - 
Subscribers 

Marginal c 
Subscribers 

Potential 
Subscribers 

Hard-core 
Non-subscribers 



.3 4 

' Kean -interest scobes 



erJc 



..Footnfrtes* 



1. The- Public Impact of Science i\n "the Media. Ann Arbor: Survey Research 

• Center, University of Michigan, 1958. . 

..... . • ' . ■>» 

2. Bruce H, v Westley and Werner J jSeverin," "A Profile of the Daily Newspaper 
Non-Reader," Journal ism'Quarterly, Vol 41 : pp. 45-50, 1956, Winter 1964. 

3. Brad/ley S. Greenberg and Hjdeya Kumata , "National" Sampl e Predictors of 
Mass Media Use," Journalism Quarterly, Vol. 45: 641-46,' 705, Winter 1969 

4. Galen R. Rarick, "Differences Between .Daily Newspaper Subscribers and 
Nonsubscribers," Journal ism Quarterly, Vol. 50: 265-70, Summer 1973. 

5. For example., Jeanne -Penrose, David H. Weaver, Richard Cole and Donald 
Lewis Shaw, "The Newspaper Non-reader 10 Years Later: A Partial Replication 
of Westl.'ey- Severing Journalism Quarterly, Vol. 51:6'31-38, Winter 1974; 
John Clinton Schewitzer, "The Newspaper -and Its Community: An Analysis 

of Non-readership," unpublished Dissertation, University of *North Carolina* 
.at Chapel Hill , 1974; Maxwell k^Mc Combs,, L. E.' Mull ins and David H. 
Weaver, "Why People -Subscribe and Cancel: A 'Start-Stop' Survey of Thre.'e s 
Daily Newspapers," American Newspaper Publishers Association News Research 
Bulletin No/ 3, April 5, 1 974, p. 12. ~ > * ' 

6. Paula Poindexter, "Daily Newspaper Non-Readers: Why They Don't Read, h 
Journalism Quarterly, Vol. 56: .764-70, Winter 1979 * ■ 

7. More than 25 proprietary surveys conducted for newspaper clients between 
. 1977 and 1 982 by Gerald L. Gfotta^ 

8. - -T-hijS also is consistent wrth~wny proprietary surveys. 



